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With the breaking of the Fanfani peace initiatives story a week of 
so ago, at gradually increasing shrilness, "peace" has become the nastiest word 
in Washington until an obvious mechanism was worked o t for copieng with it: the 
pretense that if it didn't now come it w uld be anybody's fault but ontrs. There is 
nothing new in this rretense. 'Tist is new is the application to the Christmas 
truce. 

The official ( nd phoney) story that the ad 'inistrationnwas forced to 
release the story about the Italian effort was followed by a campaign in support 
of the government’s obvious false position as monolithic as if the entire press 

was government owned. Here again, a transporent lie was the basis. 

For some str-nge reason, it is considered that who ever initiates a 
peace bid is not "blessed", as the bibla sa s, but weak, cowardly, admitting defeat, 
etc. So the Italian initiative was converted into a North V.N. initiative. Among 
other things, this was to give the impression that we were winning, another of the 
monster lies of the period, .for the truth, by any measure, was thfe apposite. So, 
this was a "peace feeler" from N.5T.N. x n the political context in which both 
NVN and the NLF live, a denieal of the initiative, predictably, had to be made 
by them. And what the NVN government did was to deny only. that, and the denial that 
they had initiated the move was Quite and obviously truthful. They denounced it 

as part part of the US maneivering, also obbious and truthful. 

In radio, TV 8n a i n the newspapers, the government position was echoed 
without question or analysis: Bfesx here was the NVN govt denying it would agree 
to peace. Most stories ignored even the flimsy technicality of using the words 
"peace feelers" (numerous clippings marked and filed.) Suddenly it was we who 
wante peace and they who didn’t, a logical extension of the pretense that it 
was we who were willing to negotiate and not they, that we we-e insisting on 
negotiations without preconditions ( whereas they had been from the beginning hedged 
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with knowlingly unacceptable conditions and these had been added to as became 
expedient for the administration, the most recent being that of Rusk, who added 
the insistence that the NLF not be admitted to the peace conf. This is a radically 
new departure in peace negotiations. Eow can you negotiate with your ebemy if he 
is not in the negotiations 1 /) but that they alone were insisting on conditions. 

The truth about the status of peace negotiations is that from the 
very beginning the NLF and NVN had hhe same position, formalized in their iSxxxx 
four points. On every conceivable opportunity they have repeated them. They have 
not varied and they have not been printed in the US press, although they have been 
available (vis Burchett’s writing a year ago, his acting as NVN press counsellor 
at Cambodian meeting early this year, etc. at which he g ve then to US press reps). 

The essence of the position o£ the other side is clear and proper. The negotiations 
have been held. They were held in Geneva in 1954, as the settlement of a war they 
won. They want that settlement, upset by the US alone, lived up to. They have from 
the beginning included a face-saver for the US, probably because they knew without 
it the US wouldn’t even consider talking. That is that the US troops need not be 
withdrawn as a condition of negotiations, but that they be withdrawn, in accordance 
with Geneva, as a condition of new settlement. Where these proposals have been 
discussed in the US press, the words negotiations and settlement have been deliberate! 
confused, to make it seem that a condition of negotiations is withdrawal of US troops. 

So engrossed have the US political warfare experts been with their campaign 

in the US (it has accomplished nothing elsewhere) that they were again caught 
by the annual offer of a truce Usually keyed to their own national "Tet”) this 
time offered for Christmas. The initial and official US reaction was negative. 

The other side could not be trusted, in the past they had violated it (false), 
etc. But with the joining of the truce forces by the Pope, this position bedame 
untenable. Instead we offered an extension for 30 hours of the original 12-hr. offer. 
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From the beginning it was clear that the US would not extend this, 
but reaction to that was very bad, including reaction from some administration- 
party political leaders. 

Instead, the US announced it would anide by a truce for 30 hours, the 
anno vine ement being cloaked in the harchest most pugnacious terms about how the 
troops had been ordered to eetaliate' when violations occurred, etc. 

What the US would do with this was so clear that yesterday a.m. (no 
newspaper delivery) I predicted it to Les Kimble: We would accuse the other 
side of either violation or resumption of histilities ( non-resumption being 
presumed to be the mechanism by which the truce would be extended) or accuse the 
other side of launching offensives which forced us to fight in self defense. 

Either of these things is easy to arrange. In fact, it doesn't efen 
have to be arranged. It need merely be alleged. Who is there to contradict it*> 

And most obvious of ail, although entirely unmentioned in the press, a status- 
quo truce is a ) in favor of the US, which is being soundly whipped aL 1 over 
SW and whose air campaign against the north has failed; and meant a continuation 
of supply and reinforcement logistics which in the selves would anywhere and at 
any time oonsitute a violation of my such truce. 

In the la tter connection it is worth pointing out that 1 tesly the papers 
have had many st ories of the 80-100 ships always waitihg to be unloaded at SVN 
ports, that even with the new ports we have bui't an the old ones we have improved 
we cannot land the essential military sunpies, that munitions are not stored but 
are carried directly from ship to field, etc., and that a similar condition exists 
in US ports (ships of other flags wont carry this cargo). So, any truce would allow 
the unloading of the waiting ships and, if it continued, permit the unloading of 
future ships with the obvious restacking of the military cards involved. 
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Beginning with those radio ind T v news reports we heard yesterday, 

Xmas day, the other side was from the first charged with truce violations. 

NBC news called it seven maljor ones. The number increased by the late news and 
was increased b§r even more by this s.m., but the a.m, papers today say that 
whatever there was wss quite minor. The largest casualties (Quoted were a single 
American killed. They also report, incidently, the continuation of US air 
strikes against the north until the very last minute, when the truce became 
operative, their lost strike being 10 miles from Haiphong, obviously a densely- 
settled area. 

At this point it is worthwhile noting that while the US knew about the 
Italian initiative snd the willingness of the other side to talk peace based 
upon the Geneva agreement, they made four major escallations in their attacks 
against the north, meanwhile, no one knew they were supposed to be entertaining 
peace thoughts. There is no bettr way to discourage any peaceful intentions by 
the other side, especially when the worst of these barbarities is recalled. It is 
the attack on the po er station, said to have been destroyed in each of the 
three or four separate attacks launched against it, and said to have supplied a 
maljor amount of the electricity for both xl aiphong and a nnoi. There could have neen 
no worse way to respond to a peace feeler, if that is what the US govt took the 
Italian initoative to be. 

Almost simultaneous with the US announcement it would extend the 

Ot* 

offered 12-hoyr truce to 30 hours, came official announcements in both H-eHgfci and 
Washington that as soon as the 30 hours were up - at the very minute 17 the war 
would resume. The papers quote an American colonel, caled the information officer, 
by name. There may have been a duplicating announcement by another American 
official in Saigon. And the same thing was being said in Washington. 

After all of this, after the other side hsd been informed we were 
resuming the war at the first possible minute, there was a clammor from all 
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over the world for the truce to be continued. Having informed the other side 
we w-'uld not agree to this, just before the expiration of the *hbbx truce we 
made allegations, which may have been truthful and may have been uninspired, 
of violations (minor it is true) of the truce by the other side. Then, when 
the pther side took our military officials on the spot at their words and believed 
we were going to go back to fightinging at the expiration of thetruce and, as 
claimed by us, resumed figthing, they were promptly labelled in the US press as 
the side that refused to allow the cdntinuation of the truce, in the last minute 
in the United States thiBxxifcrmsx there ^as a flood of conjecture that we might 
extend the truce, based upon the statement that our men had been ordered not to 
fire unless fired upon. V'hile this related to the truce period only, the papers 
interperpreted this to m an after the expiration of the rtuce. Thus the United 
States was flooded with propaganda that our government was willing to continue the 
truce but the other side wasn't. 

Actual ly, the u nited States cannot agree to a valid truce, which means 
the end of reinforcement and resupply, without a radical change in its policy. 

The only char ge pazaa possible that would allow for en extended truce would be 
one seriously intended at serious negotiations or a least a serious pretense at 
negotiations, with the concomittant hazard of pressure for serious ones. There is 
no doubt that the othernside represents themaflority of the people of South VN and 
an eveb larger percentage of the country (See Los -uigeles Times map in Post today). 
The only people for us to negotiate with are the other side. The other side, des- 
pite the elaborate and monolithic pretense, is not NVN (now involved only because 
we bwnbed them ) but the NLF. S 0 , Rusk wauld have to back down. 0 ohnson statement 
the NVN could represent them could not stand and he'dhave to back down. Tf they 
could arrange this in a way they found acceptible, there would still remain the 
administration in SVN. Even assuming, as they have indicated they will, the NLF 


agrees to sn administration in which both sides is represented, who will represent 
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our puppets in the South'.' The "government". Okay, but who do they represent, 
what is their political backings They take nothing but American power to the 
conference table, and with the end of hostilities, that power loses the meaning 
it now has. ^t can hold % in office, as it nut ifcs him there, while there are 
hostilities, any other context, especially when the question is one of who 
represents who, this is no asset to Xi y. It is a political liability. So, eiran 
is he is it rt of the new government, with some of his people, politically he can 
wiled no power because he represents no power, other than US military might, 
which can not be hoted. Hence it soon becomes apparent that the only side with 
any political influerace in the new government would be the other side. This 
alone is enough to force the US to insist upon a , ilit^ry decision. While there is 
little chance they can win it, there is no chance they can win any other, ans 
everybody knows it. 

further, can the United States, once serious negotiations begin, openly 
flout its colemn word at Geneva'.'’ Can it openly say that what it has agrred to as 
a condition of the ending of the earlier war, it will not not agree tov In inter- 
national politics, this wouod be a major disaster, especially in the light of the 
vast emotional campaign, both within the IB and elsewhere (Viz Rusk at the recent 
NATO meeting) about the u nited States keeping its word and honoring its committments. 

So, with whatever face saving the othr side might agree to, there remains 
the inevitability of the US exit from at l°ast SVN # But the only reason for the 
entire situation is the insistence of US military, supported by diplomatic and 
political forces as they gradually escallated US involvement dn having this base 
against °hina, as part of the bankrupt and backward-looking encirclement of Chian. 
Hence any peaceful setvlemnt is a defeat for the US military, and there remains 
the question, would they accept it? Retreat as they now can to Thailand, is that 
enough for themv The significance of the defeat is political, not military. The 
need for bases exists only in the event of an attack by Chino, not a probability. 
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So what is involved in any viable settlerant is a final settlement of 
the policy that led to the mess, and that m ans the withdrawal of the US from 
its positions of strength, from its occupancy of SE Asia. The only place left is 
Thailand, whose government is as much a creature of the US as is SVN’s. There is 
today no possibility in Thailand, and the prospects in Laos, assuming Suuvanns 
Phouma remains on the IB side, is still vert slim, for with all the US aid, 
with all the US arms, training, planes, etc., he and the openly fascist forces 
trained, paid and equipped by the CIA that joined him ( or it it theother way 
around) have stiillbeen unable to do anything to the Pathet tao. The best that 
could come of an effort to trade the 3VN base to Laos is another SVN, with as 
little chance for viability and as big or bigger a chance for disaster. T 0 sa y 
nothing of the open breach of the Geneva accord again, another political disaster. 

Y/hat will eventually evolve is a choice for the US between a forcible 
retention of basis that serve it no legitimate need, that in no way add to its 
own security, even what is fancies to be its security, and alienation of most of 
the rest of the world. Prom this dilemma can come only one solution: the eventual 
abandonment of the US posture and bases in SE Asia. The only alternative is ot 
justify them by creating a war with G hina. It will have to be created by us, for 
the record is clear, whether or not she has any interest in starting such a war 
( and clearly she has not) China will not get into a war with the US until her 
own territory is endangered. She has complained about the ceaseless vioation of her 
land by US planes ana those of our ^hiang puppet, but she has Hone nothing about 
it. She did nothing in Korea until McArthur approached her border and bombed along 
it. She has, to now, done nothing about Viet Nam, despite the hazard to her that is 
clear should I VN fall (admittedly unlikely). So why should she find any other 
cause for going to war against the USv History records fewer provocations that we 
have already given her, and she hasn't accepted them. 
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Weak and disorganized as the peace forces within the u nited States is, 
and singleraindedly behind policy regardless of its direction and potentiality 
as the press is, most of the people of the US will not understand what has and 
is happening. They will be misinformed, they will belies what they are told. 

But will the rest of the wo'rldV As of today there is not even decent token support 
for the US position. Rusk’s demeqning ap eal at NATO was ignored. Not one of our 
allies offered the solicited help, and it was a monumental loss of face to have to 
ask for it. 

Especially now that the Pope has made his second open intervention 
(the first to Johnson's face in NY at the UN) against our position, no matter 
how delicately he expressed it, will the rest of the world take open or largely 
open political and diplomatic issue with the USY Will our sllies continue to allow us 
to stumble around on the brink of nuclear catastrophe 1 ; There is no reason to 
believe they will for any period of time. ^is being the case, there is not 
much time for the military to change the situation. 

Witht the added involvement of a quarter of a million men and all the 
tremedduous sunport they have, with the unbelievable power of the air strikes and 
their total failure, the military and political situations have worsened. We 
control less territory in SVN, not more, f ewer people, not more. The other side 
is attacking, not retreating, and they are winning, n<bt losing, -despite 
toute claims of great military victories, they do not exist. The tenuous base for 
these claims are the adding-machine iaxa losses of the other side. They exist 
only on the paper tapes, ^-o matter how large their losses might hav9 been ( and 
our calculations of their losses, miscalled body counts, have already denied them 
almost all the troops with which we credit them) the fact is that their strength 
is today greater than it has even been. The maximum claim for NVN involvement in 
SVN is at most 12,000 mean, and proof hss not been presented of this. If, after 
all these losses and all our strength piured in, we hold less territory, command 
the synpathy and support of fewer peoole, what can be expected of the doubling 
of our committment, now freely predicted'!- Whatever happens, it is now clear that 
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victory, in the mi,litary, political or diplomatic sense is now totally 
impossible. The cost i.-: already a hazard to the administration, the economy 
and the political future of the administration. 

continuation if thenpresent policy can forge only greater disasters. 

Not matter how unpleasant abandonment of the position so long held at such great 
cost may be, it is less disagreeable than aiy of the possible consequences of 
not doing so. Each succeeding day makes it more difficult for the US to retreat, 
the only lieection in which it can go that doesn't lead to at least the hazard 
of a nuclear war. The longer the retreat is postponed, the longer the retreat 
will be, like ^apoleon’s from Moscow. The time is rapidly approaching 7/hen there 
will remain no credible face-savin/? formula for the United States, and this will 
m^gbify the humiliation of the defeat. 

So, from the maximum concession in the direction of a continuing 
truce the administration was willing to make, a promise to take a "hard look" 
at the situation, regardless of the immediate military action, it is one of the 
lest decent cahn chances it will have for disentangling itself from the snare 
it had woven and, unassistendly , enmeshed itself. 

All thehell unleashed on the other side, especially the inhumanity of 
both the fact and the nature of the bombing, have not diminished the determination 
of the other side. Under reversed condisltion, it would not have diminished ours, 
either. Each increment in the attack has been folowed by incr ased and more uni- 
fied opposition. The more we bomb, the less chance theer is of division on the 
other side, the less chahce there is of concession from it at any conference, for 
no government could survive kowtowing to the US now. So, even the continuation of 
the bombing, without the intensification that has already become a fact, is at 

best delf-defeating from the US point of view. 

7/e are in the box that e fashions , without outside help. There is only 
one exit, and from it we can leave only by backing out. The men who wield this 

greatest destructive power in the history of the world fear to be humiliated. But 
the cost of any other exit is greater. 
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ne of the other and more obvious possibilities for propaganda use of 
the truce by the US is to notresurae the bombing in the north for various reasons. 
One, that strikes me as nit likely, is to get of the hook because they are without 
the flimsiest shred of legality, the only such claim being Husk’s self-defense; the 
second because they haven’t succeeded and their continuation, inhuman end unjusti- 
fiable as they are, is a considerable political and diplomatic liability. „hat 
now strikes me as much more probably is to try and create* another fiction! that h 
the NVN won't negotiate anyway. To set the stage for this the United States would 
just not resume bombing for a period and then, after its end, say, "See, we told 

you so." For the most part only Americans would be deceived bythat, but this seems 
to be a major need and intent of the government. 

It remains to be seen, for reports at this time are but fragmentary 
and inconclusive about other as ects of the truce. But from just what I have heard 
on radio and TV, I believe that there must have been some, possibly considerable 
American provocation, such as patrols of varying vigor. One of the conditions 
of the truce offer by the NLF was that US soldiers not carry their weapons as 
they go around, such as to church ^presumeably outside their camps). A patrol, 
which the US could say was purely for defensive ( as the NLF and guerrilla forces 
would have no way of knowing and wouldn’t dare believe anyone because of their 

stipulation in the offer) purposes, might well have gotten itself fired upon, 
posoible sustaining casualties. If this happened, it is a gruesome display of 
the callousness of the US command in its disregard for the lives of its men, using 
them as political-propaganda pawns. I suspect it happened more than once, uther 
possibilities are that the other side never agreed to more than the six hours it 
offered, despite which the US, ignoring that and pretending the 30 hours it asked 
for was "official", would claim violation. 


Aside from that are the possibilities that some of the NLF forces were 
not in comunication with hq, that local guerrillas didn't know about it and pot-shot 
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and even that some -merican farces, out of contact with their headquarters, might 
legitimately not have known about it. Hot-head commanders on both sides could have 
deliberately failed to issue instruction to their troops, or could have issued 
misleading instructions. 

The US made a propaganda blunder not to grab Senator Mansfield's 
suggesteion and offer a truce for the V« holiday of "Tet" once the Niff offered 
one for Christmas. 


